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significant Guizot lays special stress on the fact that in the war with the barbarians
no resistance on the part of the Roman nation can be traced, that indeed it seems
to be entirely lacking; and this he considers to be one of the most surprising
facts in history.1 His important observation as to the silence of contemporary
documents on this point did not, however, lead him on to take the next logical
step and to doubt the correctness of his fundamental thesis; he was so sure
that it was true.2 He could only find an indirect answer to his question as to
how this surprising silence was to be explained, and (in accordance with the
sentiments of his time) he made imperial despotism responsible for the apathy
of the people and their demoralization. A biased and truly characteristic method
of writing the history of culture 1 He was unable to correct his general theory
by a detailed examination of conditions, but attempted by devious subterfuges
to reconcile his thesis with the catastrophic theory, which remained unchallenged
and intact, although the contradictions embodied in it had already been shown
up by the sources and were well known.
Beside this catastrophic theory, which is essentially of Romance origin,
another and quite independent theory, starting from a different angle, had
meanwhile found expression in Germany. It began by considering existing
conditions, and tried to explain the past by the present. This was not accidental,
for its originator was a man of practical experience, a lawyer taking an active
part in public administration, who stood for the improvement of the economic
and social conditions of his homeland. This man was Justus Moser of Osnabnick.
In attempting to find historical foundations for his proposed reforms, he was
led to link the present with the past. The basis of his work is to be found in
the conditions prevailing in his own country, Westphalia, especially in the
bishopric of Miinster, which he considered particularly appropriate for an
investigation of primitive forms of organization. Moser actually thought that
the agrarian system of his own day was " still like that of the earliest times ",3
Like the French, he went back to Cassar and Tacitus, seeking analogies for com-
parison with the present, but his practical experience in administrative technique
enabled him to criticize them from an independent point of view, and he rejected
Caesar's description of the German agrarian system, since it did not correspond
to Westphalian conditions. By so doing he made an important step forward
in our knowledge of social and cultural history. His inductive reasoning from
nature led him to a bold attack on the accepted authority of historical tradition.
The practical expert attaches more importance to natural conditions of the soil
than to descriptions of classical authors. Moser realized that Cesar's descriptions
could not have a general application, but were due to conditions of war, and
consequently gave logical preference to the condition of his own part of the
country, which was little affected by great political upheavals, least of all by
wars. Thus he declared that the Westphalian isolated homesteads (Ein^elhofe)
were the original form of settlement, and considered the house of fundamental
importance.
Moser's views were determined by a second main influence. He was writing
in the time of the peasant liberation and was politically active on its behalf. He
1  Op. dt., i f.
2  He considers that the age of Clovis was still one of chaos: " oft Ton ne rencontre guere, que la
lutte des forces et des inde"pendances individuelles."   Ibid., 65.
3  Osnabruckische Geschichte (2nd edit, 1780), i, 10.